IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

DON THORNTON FORD, INC.,
an Oklahoma corporatlon,

Plaintiff,

VS. No. 72-C-392 v”/

HEMPHILL CORPORATION, an Oklahoma

corporation, T-K INTERNATIONAL, INC.,

an Oklahoma corporation, R. G. TODD,

individually, W. C., KLINTWORTH, F: l L; EE [)
individually, and UNITED STATES FIDELITY d 9
& GUARANTY COMPANY, INC., AN 11873 f/
Jack C. Silver, Clerk

U;S. DISTRICT COURT

Defendants.

The above case was set by the Court for hearing on default
judgment for plaintiff on January 31, 1973, at 9:30 A.M., with
proper notice being given to all parties of such hearing.

The case was called by the Court at the above time. Nelther
the plaintiff nor anyone for it appeared. None of the defendants
or anyone for them appeared.’

The Court, therefore, dismisses the case without prejudice

for failure of plaintiff to prosecute the same.

IT IS SO ORDERED this 31st day of January, 1973.




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN

DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

EILED

JAN 311973

Jack C. Silver, Clerk
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

BOARD OF TRUSTEES, PIPELINE
INDUSTRY BENEFIT FUND,

Plaintiff,
Vs,

NO. 72 - C - 292

CARROLL COUNTY CONTRACTING,

Defendant.

ORDER OF JUDGMENT BY DEFAULT

The Summoans and the Complaint in the above entitied action,
having been duly served on the Defendant, the Court finds the Defen-
dant Is in default for failure to appear In this action. The Court further
finds Defendant Is Indebted to the Plaintiff in the sum of $455.00 and
that the Plaintiff Is entitled to a reasonable attorney fee in the amount
of $300.00, together with costs in the sum of $18.00.

IT 1S, THEREFORE, ORDERED that judmgent be entered in
favor of the Plaintiff above named and against the Defendant above
named in the sum of $455.00, attorney's fee In the amount of $300.00,
together with costs in the sum of $18.00.

DATED at Tuisa, Oklahoma, this 31st day of January, 1973.

BY THE COURT:

Lt Al e T‘%}/ﬂa chi
The Honorable Fred Daugerty /
United States District Judge
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IN THE UNITED BTATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
HELEN L. TYLER, Administratrix )

of the Rstate of DONALD M. )
TYLER, Deceased, )
Plaintiff ;
\ 2 ; CIVIL NO. 70-C-138
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ; Foion 3
Defendant ; AT
JSUDGMENT

A judgment having been entered herein on November 16,
1971, and an amendment to such judgment having been entered
herein on November 30, 1971, and an appeal having been taken
therefrom by the plaintiff; and the United States Court of
Appeals for the Tenth Circuit, in an opinion and judgment,
having reversed the judgmemnt of this Court; it is, in con-
formity with the mandate of the United States Court of Appeals
for the Temth Circuit, hereby

ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that the judgment entered
on Novesber 16, 1971, and the smendment to such judgment
entered on November 30, 1971, be and the same ave hereby va-
cated; it is further

ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECRAERD that the plaintiff, Helen
L. Tyler, Administratrix of the Estate of Donald M. Tyler,
deceased, do have and recover from, and judgment is rendered



-2‘

against, the United States of America for $407,535.73
(composed of assessed taxes in the amount of $340,612.39
and assessed interest in the samount of $66,923.34), with

interest thereon as provided by law.

i f? i Fﬁ‘
IXTERED thir"[ day of 4 Jeoe v 3 1973.
PG " Jab bieg ™

UNITED STASES DISTRICT JUDGE



GWNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT l lh EE:
¥

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

JANE?Q”W?
;DENNIS E. SHIRLEY : CIVIL ACTION JS Ck fS‘ SIIVEI’ Clerk
versus : No. 72-C-362 TRicT COURT

' JOHNSON BLOCK DIVISTON,
DON R. HINDERLITER, TINC.

MOTION TO DISMISS&
ORDER OF DISMISSAL ;

"
L
(3
.

On motion of Dennis E. Shirley, plaintiff in +he above
féntitled and numbered cause, anpearing herein through undersigned
zﬁounsel, and upon suggesting to the Court that issue has been
fenjoined in an action presently pending before the United States
:District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana, bearing
ECivii Action No. 72-2550 on the Docket of said Court, and upon

i
1

further suggesting that the plaintiff desires to dismiss the above

?entitled and numbered cause without prejudice;
IT IS ORDERED, that the above entitled and numbered

cause be, and the same is hereby, dismissed without prejudice.

o

!
l
I
I
l
l
i
|
l
i i

Tulsa, Oklahoma, this 3C day of _,lI , 1973.

1

i
- ¢

s/ Tiei Louwgf e

UNITED STATES DISTRICTF JUDqg

J *
ck Gaither !
00 West 7th Street

‘Tulsa, Oklahoma 74119 Fa l L. EE [)g
‘B87-6764
AN 01973

Jack C. Silver, Clerk
U. S. DISTRICY COURT

581-9065

STIPULATION

The undersigned attorneys for the defendant stipulate and agree to
the dismissal of this cause without prejudice and without costs.

RIODES, HIERONYMUS, HOLLOWAY & WILSON

o
2

/
i 2 Y

ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁTr. ;ﬁWDKﬂ




FILED

i UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT JAN 2 91973
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA Jack C. Silver, Clerk
| THOMAS E. LOFTUS . CTVTL AC'I'IHNS' DISTRICT COURT

versus : No. 72-C~363

. JOHNSON BLOCK DIVISION,
" DON R. HINDERLITER, INC.
; MOTION TO DISMISS & ]

L T T T A SR - ORDER OF DISMISSAL

On motion of Thomas E. Loftus, plaintiff in the above ;
i entitled and numbered cause, appearing herein through undersignad
;‘counsel, and upon suggesting to the Court that issue has been
“enjoined in an action presently pending before the United States
?EDistrict Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana, bearing

i Civil Action No. 72-1321 on the Docket of said Court, and upon

i further suggesting that the plaintiff desires to dismiss the above
g'entltled and numbered cause without prejudice;

‘ IT IS ORDERED, that the above entitled and numbered

: Rcleer>

;cause?ge, and the same is hereby, dismissed without prejudice.

i’ Tulsa, Oklahoma, thisyZ? day of , 1973,

ﬁNITED STAEES DISTRICT JUDGE

Ck Gaither
H00 West 7th Street
. Tulsa, Oklahoma 74119

i587"6764
L) iS00
s f’f‘{«f\-,”//szz

. Owen J. Bradley / éf
Law Offices of Steven R. pPldtkin
305 Baronne Street - 9+h Floor
New Oxrleans, Louisiana 70112
. 524-1393

STIPULATION

The undersigned attorneysfor the defendant stipulate and agree to
the dismissal of this cause without prejudice and without costs.

RHODES, HIERONYMUS, HOLLOWAY & WILSON




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN
DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

MIDWESTERN WELDING COMPANY, )
LIMITED, )
)
Plaintiff, )
VS. ) NO. 73-C-7 )
) | FILED
BETHLEHEM STEEIL COMPANY, )
) JAN 2 91573
Defendant. )

- Jack C. Silver, Clerk
~U.__‘S‘.A,DI,STRICT COURT

ORDER OF DISMISSAL: WITH PREJUDICE

On this c;zé day of January, 1973, come the Plaintiff by
its attorney, R. Dobie Langenkamp, and the Defendant by its
attorney, and the parties having filed a Stipulation of Dismissal
with Prejudice of even date,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that all causes

7 bomplaen X
of action 'herein,’be dismissed with prejudice, at the cost of the

Plaintiff.

Judge of the District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN
DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

BOARD OF TRUSTEES, PIPELINE
INDUSTRY BENEFIT FUND,

)
)
)
Plaintiff, )
)
vs. ) NO. 72 C 400
)
NATCO, INC., ) FIlLED
)
Defendant. ) JAN 2 91973
Jack C. Silver, Clerk
ORDER OF DISMISSAL U. S. DISTRICT COURT

NOW, on this 26th day of January, 1973, Plaintlff's Motion for
Dismissal coming on for consideration and counsel for Plaintiff herein
representing and stating that all issues, controversies, debts and
liabllities between the parties have been paid, settled and compromised .
IT IS THE ORDER OF THIS COURT that saig 75"&13»}15;3 and the

same is hereby dismissed with prejudice to the bringing of another or

future action by the Plaintiff herein.

o [ANES
S a-"‘
o~ .

;‘/ & ’ -
. P I3 e, P
R ﬁ Dilrep AT ‘

"
B

P

RS P I

District Judge



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CQURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA,
An Oklahoma corporation,

Plaintiff,

vs. No. 72-C-463 ¥
A 130 foot wide easement and right-of-way
for electric power transmission line pur-
poses to be located upon, over and across
certain tracts of land in Rogers County,
Oklahoma,

AND

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, as a matter
affecting the title to certain Cherokee
Indian lands, previously allotted in fee
with certain restraints on alienation and
presently owned by restricted Cherckee
Indians, MALINDA WILLIAMS, also known as
MALINDA WILLIAMS HUMMINGBIRD, 15/16th
Cherokee, NE, SADIE MAE CRITTENDEN, also
known as SADIE MAE TORBEY, 15/16th Cherckee
NE, NATHAN CRITTENDEN, 15/16th Cherokee,
NE, the unknown heirs and successors in
the interest of WEBSTER BEAN, also known
as WEBSTER CRITTENDEN, 7/8th Cherokee,
Roll No, M-4483, all being successors to
the interest of FRANCIS WALKINGSTICK,
deceased, full blcood Cherokee, Roll No.

- 20094 and FRANCIS K. DAWSON,

FILED
JAN 291973 Z/

Jack C. Siiver, Clerk

U, 8, DISTRICT COURT

o e Nt ot ot ot Vet Vol emat ot o Nt Nl Vet Mk’ et Yl Nl el Nt Wl ot Mt St Nt Somie® mpt?  Vral Vi sl Nt St Vs Vgt

Defendants.

M{'ite of DISMISSAL OF CAUSE OF ACTION AS AGAINST FRANCIS K. DAWSON

Comes now the Petitioner, Public Service Company of Oklahoma,
and dismisses the above-captioned cause of action as against Francis
K. Dawson, without prejudice, however, to Petitioner continuing
cause of action as against all other Defendants named herein.

This Dismissal is made pursuant to and as a result of said Francis
K. Dawson's written consent having been given for the taking of
the lands more particularly described in the Complaint herein.

A copy of said Consent is attached hereto and made a part hereof

for all purposes,

ichard H. Ruth, Attorney for
Public Service Company of Oklahoma



Form L-3 (Rev. 9-68) W.0. No. J2/-r374
Advance Damages Tract No. /=f
Line No.

.

RECEIPT AND RELEASE

IN CONSIDERATION of the payment to the under51gned, of

(/'7 /0..,.4_‘ /LL.,-—/Z-L.. j < HZ‘., _——Dollars ($ /g[) ).,

the receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, the undersigned,
jointly and severally, hereby release PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF
OKLAHOMA, of Tulsa, Oklahoma, its employees, agents, sSuccessors

or assigns, from all claims for damages of whatever nature to the
undersigned, and to all property of the undersigned, caused during
the construction of PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF OKLAHOMA'S

345 K.V. Electrical Transmission Line

on land owned or tenanted by the undersigned and described as

follows:

NE% SW% Section 11, Township 24 North, Range 15 East, Rogers County, Oklahoma

pated the 19th day of _ January . 19 73 .
P .{‘,w-—'Lﬁ lﬁ(/ﬁ/(’/ﬁ_ L@/ -—’QVUL’/&
K Buck Dawson

5?2 Orvreed S Lﬂw L

Francis K. Dawson

Co. Agent: ' APPROVED-LAW DEPT




No. 71-C-128

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN
DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

The Northwestern Mutual Life In-
surance Company, a Corporation,

Plaintiff, EILED
vs, JAN 2 91973
Eugene C. Mullendore, et al, Jack C. Silver, Clerk
Defendants. U. S. DISTRICT COURT

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

¢ treiederesd
This cause came on this day to be heard upon the dismissal

of the defendants, Mary Jane Kilbie.

Whereupon, the court having been advised by Charles R. Gray,
attorney for the defendant, Mary Jane Kilbie, that said defendant
has heretofore been paid in full.

It is ordered that the answer and cross-petition of the defen-
dant, Mary Jane Kilbie, be, and the same hereby is dismissed with pre-
judice.

Dated this 5”([%4 day of January, 1973.

_Adéﬁn,E,.BarrOW
JUD

FILES, MAHAN, WILSON & YOUNG

ATTORNEYD AT LAW

PAWHUSKA, OKLA. 74056




TH wHE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SORPHERY DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

LORL OF OKLAHOMA, INC. and }
+ABUERN OKLAHOMA ICEE, INC,, ]
Plaintiffa, %
Vs, i No. 72-C-67
GLY-H-GO COMPANY, et al, ;
: N SRS
JAN & i
Jack C. Silver, [lrk

. o o o S, DISTRICT oo
On tiotion and Stipulation To Dismiss Withowu Prejudlce

Defendants.

CRLDER

AB To The Defendant {failk-Trip Corporation, this action is dig-
misged without prejudice as to Defendant {uik-Trip Corporation.

1T IE SC ORDERED this o< day of January, 1973.

”fi‘ “%;fmv*.ﬁif Pt

FRED DAUGHERTY
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JULGE
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ASSQCITATION,

CUYCUOn DIGTRICT CoUuRT IW O ARL PO

OIGTRICY OF OKLAIGOMA

an

cnoincorporatoed agscclation, ot al,

in Hehalf of thomselves

and all other

persons similarly situated,

V5.

SOHN A, VOLPE

bl

Secretary orf
Transportation of the United States
of aZmerica,

et al,

Plaintiffs,

No. 72-C-53 '
FILEDR

IN Orin COURT

JAN 261973~

Defendants.

Jack C. Silvar
Clork, U. & District Court

This cause having come on for pre-trial conference

before the Court, and the Court having considered the evidence,

the issues,

the statements of counsel, and the Court having

heretofore entered its findings of fact and conclusions of law,

therefore in conformity therewith, it is hereby:

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that judgment shall he

entered in this cause in conformity with the findings of fact and:

conclusions of law.

AP ROVLED:

ENTERED this

day of January, 1973.

N )

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGHE

nouis Levy, Attorney for Plaintiffs
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IN THE UNITED STATIES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

- ICEE OF OKLAHOMA, INC. and
- FASTERN OKLAHOMA ICEE, INC.,

Plaintiffs,

Case No. 72-C=-67 &,w”f

) -Vvs-

| GIT-N-GO COMPANY, GIT-N-CO, INC.,
| QUIK-TRIP CORPORATION, NOLAN

' DISTRIBUTING, INC., FATRMONT

| FOOD COMPANY, d/b/a

| IN-N-OUT STORES, INC., and JET

! STORES, INC.,

i
I

e e S et e N i L S S S S L S

?; Defendants. 3;\\\‘.2' 073 f:—

1T IS ORDERED that this case is dismissed with prejudice as to,

all parties Defendant.

/
Dated this 25 day of January, 1973.

1 I|
(“%J?& -(: 'ﬁ){‘ o .-'\\'/ \(_(

: Fred Daugherty ‘s ﬂ
| United States District Judge




TN THNE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTIERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

WARRTN 1IARDING DEAN,
Petitioner,

NO. 72-C-279

Fi1LED
JAND419T3 i
ORDER Jack €. Silver, Clerk

THE COURT, having examined the files and record of thiU'grggggguEQOURT

VS .

DAVE FAULKNER, Sheriff of
Tulsa County, Oklahoma,

Respondent.

together with the Initial Report of the United States Magistrate con-
cerning the same, and being fully advised in the premises, FINDS:

1. That the charges for which petitioner alleged in his petition
that he was being unlawfully detained have been reduced from a felony
to a misdemeanor, and the petitioner has entered a plea of guilty, as
reflected by the certified copy of the Appearance Docket and Judgment
and Sentence in CRF-72-1147, in the District Court of the l4th Judicial
District sitting in and for Tulsa County, State of Oklahoma.

2. That a valid plea of guilty constitutes the conviction in it-
self and operates as a waiver of all previous non-jurisdictional defects.
Corn v. State of Oklahoma, 394 F.2d 478 {(10th Cir. 1968) cert. denied
393 U. S. 917 (1968); Atkins v. State of Kansas, 386 F.2d 819 (10th Cir.
1967).

3. That the factual issues raised in this proceeding have now
become moot, and the petition for writ of habeas corpus should be denied.

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED:

1. That the petition for writ of habeas corpus of Warren Harding
Dean be and it is hereby denied and dismissed.

2. That a copy of this Order be mailed by the Clerk of this Court,
together with a copy of the Initial Report of the United States Magistrate,
to the petitioner.

3. That the Clerk of this Court furnish to the District Attorney of
Tulsa County, Oklahoma, a copy of this Order together with a copy of the
Initial Report of the United States Magistrate.

Dated this J‘Zfﬁ day of January, 1973, at Tulsa, Oklahoma.

6 o e |
iy \(é:_ I g N —

CHIEI® JUDGE, UNITED STATES DISTRICT
COURT FOR THE NCORTHERN DISTRICT OF
OKLAHOMA




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

PAUL POLIN, et al.,

)
Plaintiffs, 3 |
vs. ) No. 72-C-364 Fio E D
ADAMS & LEONARD, et al., ; JAN2 3 1973
Defendants. ; Jack . Silver, Clerk
- 8. DISTRICT coypy

ORDER OF DISMISSAL AS TO THE DEFENDANT
DIVERSIFIED MORTGAGE & INVESTMENT COMPANY

Now on this .23 day of January, 1973, comes on for consideration
Motion to Dismiss as to Defendant Diversified Mortgage & Investment
Company by Stipulation, filed jointly by Plaintiffs and by Defendant
Diversified Mortgage & Investment Company.

This court finds that such motion should be allowed and such dismissal
~granted forthwith.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, that this action of Paul Polin and Marsha Polin,
Charles Key and Carolyn Key, individually, against Defendant Diversified
Mortgage & Investment Company be and is dismissed with prejudice; pro-
vided, however, such dismissal shall not affect nor prejudice the

rights of any members of the class of borrowers represented by Plaintiffs
other than the four (4) Plaintiffs individually herein above named.

e S ¢ e

20 Ll edLes. LG s deeey
ALLEN E. BARROW

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

FREDERICK L. BOSS, JR.
Attorney for Plaintiffs

Suite 200, 3747 South Harvard
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74135

COHEN & PLUESS

Attorneys at Law

217 Noxrth Harvey, Syite 307
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73102

DON PORTER

Attorney at Law

2601 Villa Prom, Shepherd Mall

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73107
]

A !
1

v, . / o :.,"’ “ol
JOHN FREESE
iAttorney for Diversified
Mortgage & Investment Co.,

Defendant '




'JANICR BARTHOLOMEW,

BJC:1bh 1=5~73

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN

DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA

Plaintiff,

CARL IAUDE JONES, NORRIS

SAMPLER, d/b/a SAMPLER Fiigp
TRUCKS, and OCCIDENTAL P |
FIRE & CASUALTY COMPANY, AN 2 a7

vavwvv&a\w\avv

Jack C. Silver, Clerk
U. 8. DISTRICT COURT

Defendants.

ORDER OF DISMIBSAL

Now on this éJ day of Janyary, 1973, the above
styled and numbered cause coming on fc\%&?&m the
undersigned, Judge of the United States District Court in and
for the Northern District of Oklhoma, upon the Stipulation for
Dismissal of the plaintiff and defendants herein; and the Court
having examined the pleadings and being well and fully advised
in the premises, is of the opinion that saidé cause should be
dismisned.

IT I8, THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED A&DE E@ b l.....z
the Court that the above styled and numbered ca )@i'am& e
same is hereby dismissed with prejudice.

L e £ Burion

ALLEN E. BARROW, CHIEF JUDGE

APPROVED
JONES, GIVENS, BIRJH."]‘.‘,= GOTCHRR & DOYLE

o

——

Attorneyk for Plaint{ff

RINEHART, COOPER & STEWART




|

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN
DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

BOARD OF TRUSTEES, PIPELINE
INDUSTRY BENEFIT FUND,

)
)
)
Plaintiff, )
)
Vs, } NO, 72-C-398
)
CLAYTON CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, )
)
Defendant. ) F i L E D
JAN 2 5 1973

JUDGMENT BY DEFAULT

Jack C. Sitver, Clerk
The Summons and the Complaint in the above entitled U+ S DISTRICT COURT

actlon, having been duly served on the defendant, and the
defendant is in default for fallure to appear in this action,
and the plaintiff has filed a Motion for Defauit Judgment and
an affldavit of the amount due; it is

ORDERED that judgment be entered in favor of the piaintiff
above named, and against the defendant above named, in the sum
of $243.34, with interest thereon at the legal rate, attorney's fee
in the amount of $250.00, together with costs in the sum of $18.00.

DATED at Tulsa, Oklahoma, this ;{3 day of January, 1973,

BY THE COURT:

Ry .
'/'“//,; !KJ{M é£~/W

United States District Judge




I'N THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CQOURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

JaMEs 1. BRYANT,

Petitioner,
O B O W
72-C-319 /
INN231973 4/
Jack C. Silver, Clerk
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

Vs,

STATL OF OKLAHOMA,

L L S

Respondent.
ORDER

THE COURT, having examined the Petition for Writ of Habeas
Corpus filed herein by the Clerk, and having examined the Initial
Report of the United States Magistrate concerning the same, and
being fully advised in the premises, FINDS:

1. It does not appear that the petitioner has exhausted
the remedies available to him in the courts of the State of Oklahoma
or that there either was an absence of available state corrective
process or the existence of circumstances rendering such process
ineffective to protect the rights of the petitioner. 22 U.S.C.A.

§ 2254 and Hoggatt vs. Page, 432 F.2d 41 (C.A. 10 1970). Although

the petitioner did pursue an unsuccessful direct appeal from the
state judgment of conviction by a writ of certiorari filed out of
time, he has chosen to ignore the state post conviction remedy pro-
vided by 22 O0.S5.A. § 1080 et seq. The institution of a post=-
conviction action in the state sentencing court is a prereguisite
to the granting of habeas relief in the federal courts. Brown vs.

Crouse, 395 F.2d 755 (C.A. 10 1968), Omo vs. Crouse, 395 F.2d 757

(C.A. 10 1968), Boyd vs. State of Oklahoma, 375 F.234 481 (C.A. 10

1967).
IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED:
1. That petitioner's motion pursuant to § 2254, Title 28,

U.5.C. is denied.



. That a copy of rhis Order together with a copy of
the 1nitial Revort of the United States Magistrate be mailed by
the Clerk of this Court to the Petitioner.

3. That a copy of this Order together with the Initial
Report of the United States Magistrate be mailed by the Clerk of
this Court to the respondent by mailing the same to the Attorney
General of the State of Oklahoma, State Capitol Building, Oklahoma
City, Oklahoma.

e i
Dated this A 3"> day of January, 1973.

i

CHIEF JUDGE, UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHCMA.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT pon Tk
NCRTHERN DISTRICT oF CFLAMON A
WANDA L. RODGE RS,
Plaintiff,
vs, RN PN

THE TRAVELERS INSURANCE
CONPANY, a corporation,

Defendant,

e e Tl S M et S Nzgr

Fe i o P
JE0K o osbief, wi8TR
B T P T
N Lo il LU

DISMISSAL ¥ITH PREJUDICL:

Comes now the plaintiff, Wands 1, odéérs, and dismisses the
above styled and numbered cause of action with prejudice to the bringing of a

-

future action, .
Dated this / / ﬁ/gr/ of January, 1973,
| —

?J_')..,):d_,— A_AQ":” ,"';\ . e -
mm B R S <t

~ 7 - //‘

Comes w the deédd/;;t;/ h;r/ﬁhd through {ts counsel of record,
and consents to the dismissal of the above styled and numbered canse of action
with prejudice to the bringing of any future action,
JONES, GIVENS, BRETT, GUTC 0 0 OOYLE

By

Thomas R, Brett
Attorneys for Nefendaut

IT IS BLRIBY CRDERED that the above styled and numtered cause

be dismissed with prejudice.

et judoe



I CHE UNITED STATES DISTHICE COURT ool B D

“j 0\’“" 5-
FOK THFY, NORTHEDN DISTRICT 37 OKLAHOMA LR 1K

Jack C, Silver, Clerk
4. S. DISTRICT COURT

THIOKCOL CHEMICAI, CORPORATION,
Plaintiff,

}

]

}

|

v, J
]

ACS INDUSTRIDG, INC,, i
]

]

Defondnrnt,

THIS CAUBE —ume on to be heard on che Court's wooulia:
digposition docket, pursuant to notice, on this 14th des of
January, 1973, and after hearing counsa21 for the Plaintiii,
the Defendant not boing present, eithor in person o by
counsel, and due delibervation having heen had therzon,

IT IS HERGRY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND UECREED that this

action be and it is hereby dismissed wiihout prejudice.

Mé@w

JUDGE OF THE UNITEBD STATES DISTUHICT COURT
/ FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT GF GRLAFOM




IN HE OUNTIRD O STATSS LISTRICT COURT FOR TIHE

NORTHERN DISWRICT OF GKLANGMA

BlzuThs DALNITS,
Plaintiff,
vE . No. 71-C-381

MERRILL LYNCH, PIDERCE, IFENNER
& SMITH, INC. and JAMLES A,
BILLINGTON,

FILED
AN19 173 7

- Jack C. Siker, glop”
. $. DISTRICT. coygy

Defendants.

ORDER SUSTAINING
MOTIONS FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

This cause came on for hearing on the 1l4th day of
December, 1973, upon the combined Motions of the defendants,
Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith, Inc., and James A.
Billington, for Summary Judgment. Defendants appeared by
their attorneys, John S. Athens and R, H. Harbaugh, Jr., and
plaintiff appeared by her attorney, R. Robert Huff,

The Court, having considered said joint motions,
together with all of the pleadings, depositions, admissions
and affidavits, finds that plaintiff's alleged causes of action
are barred by the Oklahoma Statute of Limitations 12 O.S.A.
95 (3rd).

The Court finds from the depositions of the plaintiff
that as early as December, 1966, she learned what the defendant
James A. Billington had represented to her was not correct in
that he failed to inform her of the situation respecting her
securities and the handling of her account; further late in
1968 or early in 1969 she becamc so dissatisfied with the
handling of her account by the defendants that she transferred
the account to the brokerage house of Eastman Dillon & Co. soO
that her Complaint filed October 26, 1971, was more than two
years after she discovered, or in the exercise of ordinary care
should have discovered the alleged fraud. Plaintiff should not,
and cannot be permitted to close her eyes to the facts which
were in her possession and claim that she did not know of the
fraud, or could not have discovered the same by the exercise
of ordinary care.

IT I$, THEREFORE, ORDERED BY THE COURT that the combined
Motions of the defendants should be, and the same are hereby
sustained, and summary Jjudgment entered for defendants.

Dated this /f day of January, 1973.

TTONITED BwAYTS DISTRICY SUDSE




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

LOYD MATTS , ) .
) .. °
- Plaintiff, ) .
. } .
vS. ) . - ‘// .
. : ) CASE NO. 71-C-330 " ° .
SAFEWAY STORES, INCORPORATED, ) (Consolidated) .
) . AL
Defendant. ) 7/ ~&-2 3/ , %
) - . 4
GLADYS B. WATTS, y - F | L .E D )
) . K
*Plaintiff, ) . |
| ), CSAN1T B8R
vs.. ) T ] :
. ) Jack C. Sitver, Clerk
SAFEWAY STORES, INCORPORATED, -) U. S DISTRICT COURT
)
)

‘ﬂ, Defendant.

ORDER OF DISMIBSAL

On this 1l6th day of January,.1973, this matter came
on for disposition upon Plaintiffs’ failure to file a pre-trial
order on September 13, 1972 as required, and the Court orders the
above matter dismissed without prejudice to a refil?ng of the same
by the Plaintiffs.

U. S. DISTRICT JUDGE




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

OLD EQUITY LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
vs. ) No. 72-C-263
)
HARRY B. CARSON, RUBY CARSON, )
ERNEST ELMER BOLDING, HARRIET ) FIlLE D
LE ANN CARSON, a minor; GARY DWAYNE )
CARSON, a minor; and DENNIS FRANKLIN ) I 1
CARSON, a ninor, ) JAN 16 973
) _ '
Defendants. +Jack C. Silver, Clerk

(U..S. DISTRICT.COURT

FINDINGS OF FACT AND ORDER OF DISTRIBUTION

This matter came on for hearing this 52 4ahay of

pursuant to order of this Court and the Stipulations entered into by the

y 1973,

parties herein. The Court, having examined the pleadings herein, and
having examined the Stipulations and having heard statement of counsel
makes the following findings of fact:

1. This Court has proper venue and jurisdiction of this matter filed
pursuant to Title 28, U.S5.C. § 1335. That the Defendants, Harry B. Car-
son ard Ruby Carson were duly served with process herein, and that all minor
Defendants herein have had proper guardian ad litem appointed to represent
them in this matter.

2. The Plaintiff insurance company has, prior to the second day of
January, 1972, issued a life insurance policy, No. 131-301108 insuring the
life of Ernest E. Carson, the named beneficiary of said policy being Harry
B. Carson. That said Ernest E. Carson was 15 years of age on the date of
his death on January 2, 1972, at which time he did die as the result of an
accidental gunshot wound which was not intentionally inflicted on him by
Harry B. Carson. That all allegations contained with Plaintiff's Complaint
have been stipulated to by the parties herein and are made a part hereof by
reference, and found to be true and correct.

4. That on the 6th day of January, 1965, Ernest Elmer Bolding was by
Decree of the District Court of Tulsa County relieved and deprived of any
and all rights to and over said minor Defendants and Ernest E. Carson, or to

their property.
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.

/'.}?n}m P. KERR /

5. It is the finding of this Court that all parties hereto have
entered into a binding stipulation and agreement and in accordance where-
with it is the finding of this Court that sald sum on deposit, iess the
costs and expenses of Plaintiff herein, should be paid to Harry B. Carson,
and that all parties are hereby precluded and forever barred from making
any claim against 0ld Equity Life Insurance Company or the funds deposited
with this Court for money which might have been payable as the result of the
death of Ernest E. Carson; that each party herein is restrained from insti-
tuting any action againat the Plaintiff for recovery under or by virtue of
said policy of insurance, and all heirs of Ernest E, Carson are hereby forever
precluded from making claim against Plaintiff or against the funds distri-
buted by this Order.

It is further ordered that from the funds on hand with the clerk of
this Court that the Clerk distribute these funds as follows:

A. That Harry B. Carson be paid the sum of NINE HUNDRED EIGHTY TWO
AND 40/100 DOLLARS ($982.40).

B. That Plaintiff be paid as reimbursement for court costs herein the

sum of $67.60 and a reasonable attorney fee of $200.00.

- -~
ALLEN E. BARROW, JUDGE

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

APPROVED:

/_z

RICHARD D. wAGN%R

L //,/,/,,/ -

Attorney for Plaintiff

A

Attorney for Defendants Harry B.

~Carson and Ruby Carson

ALVIN L. FLOYD

Nz e
//f,___ 3’3//%i‘ {/f-,;,Ci::;

Attorney for Defendants Hayriet LeAnn
Carson, Gary Dwayne Carsén’ and Dennis
Franklin Carson




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

United States of America, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
vs. ) CTV
) IL ACTION NO, 70~C-379
50.00 Acres of Land, More ) .
or Less, Situate in’Nowata ) Tract No. 13381
County, State of Oklahoma, ) (All interests except
and L. P. !loore, et al., ) 1 int £)
and Unknown Owners, ) essor eres
)
Defendants. ) FE l L. EE [)
JAN 151973
JUDGMLNT Jack C. Silver, Clerk
1. U. S. DISTRICT COURT

NOW, on this /2¢ day of January, 1973, this matter
comes on for disposition on avplication of the Plaintiff, United
States of America, for entry of judgment on the Report of Commis-
sioners filed herein on December 29, 1972, and the Court, after
having examined the files in this action and being advised by
coungel for the Plaintiff, finds that:

2.

The Court has jurisdiction of the parties and the
subject matter of this action.

3.

This judgment applies to all interests, except the
lessor interest, in the estate taken in Tract No. 1338M, as such
estate and tract are described in the Complaint filed in this
case.

4.

Service of Process has been perfected either personally
or by publication notice, as provided by Rule 71A of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure, on all parties defendant in this cause
who are interested in subject property.

5'

The Acts of Congress set out in paragraph 2 of the Com-
plaint filed herein give the United States of America the right,
power and authority to condemn for public use the subject property.
Pursuant thereto, on December 9, 1970, the United States of America
filed its Declaration of Taking of a certain estate in such tract
of land, and title to such property should be vested in the United
States of America, as of the date of filino such instrument.



6.

Simultaneously with filing of the Declaration of Taking,
there was deposited in the Registry of this Court as estimated
compensation for the taking of the described estate in the subject
property a certain sum of money, and all of this deposit has been
disbursed as set out below in paragraph 12.

7.

The Report of Commissioners filed herein on December 29,
1972, hereby is accepted and adopted as a finding of fact as to
subject property. The amount of just compensation for the taking
of subject property as fixed by the Commission is set out below in
paraagraph 12.
8.

This judgment will create a deficiency between the amount
deposited as estimated just compensation for the estate taken in
subject tract and the amount fixed by the Commission and the Court
as just compensation, and a sum of money sufficient to cover such
deficiency should be deposited by the Government. This deficiency
is set out below in paragraph 1l2.

9.

The defendants named in paragraph 12 as owners of the
subject property are the only defendants asserting any interest in
such property; all other defendants having either disclaimed or
defaulted, the named defendants were (as of the date of taking)
the owners of the estate condemned herein and, as such, are
entitled to receive the just compensation awarded by this judgment.

10.

It Is, Therefore, ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that the
United States of America has the right, power, and authority to
condemn for public use the subject tract, as it is described in the
Complaint filed herein, and such property, to the extent of all
interests, except the lessor interest, in the estate described in
such Complaint, is condemned, and title thereto is vested in the
United States of America, as of December 9, 1970, and all defendants
herein and all other persons are forever barred from assertina any
claim to such property.

1l.

It Is Further ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that on the
date of taking in this case, the owners of the subject property
were the defendants whose names appear below in paragraph 12, and
the right to receive the just compensation for the taking of such
property is vested in the parties so named.
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It Is Further ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that the
Report of Commissioners filed herein on December 22, 1972, hereby
is confirmed and the sum therein fixed is adopted as the award of
just compensation for the taking of the subject property, as shown
by the following schedule:

TRACT NO, 1338M
(All interests except lessor interest)

1. WWorking interest:

Owner: L. P. Moore

Award of just compensation
pursuant to Commissioners'

RepOrt =—===—m=—m—e e ————— ~me—— $5,537.40 $5,587.40
Deposited as estimated
compensation —--e-ce—a. —————— £3,625.20
Disbursed toowner =—~~m-—m-r—=————-—cosscsecona $3,695.00
Balance due tO OWNEr ====mrm———m—ree———c——ow—cewe £1,892.40
plus
interest
Deposit deficiency =-===w—ce—ce-- $1,892.40

2. 0il payment interest:

Owner: Carl Elgin

Award of just compensation
pursuant to Commissioners'’

Report =w=—-rrrrrmeemcecoe—em—— None
Deposited as estimated
compensation =~-rrmeeccmec——-- None
Disbursed to owher -=-----=----- e e e None
Balance due t0 OWNEYr w=wwmor=sccaceme—— e o s None
13.

It Is Further ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that the
United States of America shall pay into the Registry of this Court
for the benefit of the owner the deposit deficiency for the subject
tract as shown in paragraph 12, in the amount of $1,892.40, together
with interest on such deficiency at the rate of 6% per annum from
December 2, 1970, until the date of deposit of such deficiency sum;
and such sum shall be placed in the deposit for subject tract in
this civil action.



14.

It Is Further ORDERED that when the deficiency deposit
required by paragraph 13 has been made, the Clerk of this Court
shall disburse the entire sum then on deposit in this action to
L. P. Moore.

/s/ Allen E. Barrow

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

APPROVED:

/s8/ Hubert A. Marlow

HUBERT A. MARLOV
Agssistant United States Attorney
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Jack C. Silver, Ckor.
{E UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  |J; 8, DISTRICT &%t

—
-

Fuor HE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

TULSA, OKLAHOMA

ICEY OF OKL.AH( INC. and ) CIVIL ACTION
EASTTAN OKLAT . ICEE, INC, }
)
Ve, )
) NO. 72-C-67 &7
GIT-N-GO COMF , ET AL )]
CRDER DIs ING WITHOUT PREJUDICE AS TO THE DEFENDANT,

NOLAN DISTRIBUTING, INC.

The stipr iion and motion of the Plaintiffs and the Defenda:;t, NOLAN DTS-
TRIBUTING, IN' |, to dismiss this cause without prejudice as to the Defendar.t.
NOLAN DISTH "PUTING, INC., only, is hereby granted, and this cause is
accordingly,

ORDENED dismissed without prejudice as to the Defendant, NOLAN DISTRI-

3UTING, INC,, only, and this dismissal is not intended to and does not dismiss

this wction or any part of it, as to any other Defendant.

SIGNED and ENTERED this / } day of )C«ifu—ow- se, L 1972
(.
'{‘
4 '
—~ f/ T
NN TR e e o

UNITED STATES DISTRIET JUDG}}f
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YMnited States District. Court WAN 19219573

FOR THE -. Jack C. Silver, Cleri
NORTHERN DISTRICT oF okmanoma U S DISTRICT COURT

CiVil. ACTION FILE NO. ~7 _p~.
Thomas J. Fraley 71-C=265

VY, JUDGMENT

Roestler Enterprises, Inc.
cnd Oklahoma Corporation

This action came on for trial before the Court and a jury, Honorable Allen E, Barrow
. United States District Judge, presiding, and the issues having been duly tried and
the jury having duly rendered its verdict, for the defendant.
It is Ordered and Adjudged that the plaintiff take nothing, that the action
is dismissed on the merits, and that the defendant recovers of the

plaintiff Thomas J, Fraley, their costs of actionm,

Doted at Julsa, Oklahoma , this 12th day

g - gy~
of  Januery 23

G, 7(,‘% Lo




Tw THE UNTTED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE

NORTIIERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

WILLTS CLAUDE DUGGER,
Pet it loner,

Y No, 72-C-22 Civil

PARK J. ANDERSON. Warden, and/or
THE STATE OF OXLAHOHMA, et al.,

LEP
14 1913
el Qlers

)a? DISTRCL COURE

Respondents,% E:
L

TEMORANDUM OPINTION AND ORDER

Pe

<T

it toner claims his plea o1 gullty in the Tulsas County
District Court vo the crime of rape was Involuntary in that it was
trduced Dy a broken promise o the prosecutlon that he would
recommnend a sentence of five years' probatlion should Petitloner
siead ~uilty.  This sole zround for relief was duly presented to

no concidered by tne state courts, which denled rellef without a
nesrins and on the basis »f the trial record, Because of the nature
57 thls single fact issue, the Court appointed an attorney to
represent Petitioner In thls proceeding and ordered that the fact
tecue ue developed by the use of interrogatories and cross-

roerrocatorles, Reed v, United States, 438 F, 2d 1154 (Tenth Cir.

/!'71‘
UK

Petllloner's atlorney prepared and malled interrogatorien to
serosang . Thelr answers are on (lle herein, The Respondents
2 s 1led any interraralaries or cross-1interrogatories with
o oand indleate that ooy are content to rely on the recorc

27 wnod by Petltioner's Interroratories and answers thereto,

&

Ceey dllilcent effnrts oy the Petitioner's atvorney during
~s.rae 20 more than seven montis, it appears that certain porsons
o interrogatories nove uveen sent wlll not answer same, e

Court nans pranted Petlitloner several extenslons within which to



D

AanLatn and flle all Interroratories and answers, The Court now
Geleromines that a reasonable time to supply all evidence has

anrpired and the case 1s at issue and ready for decislon,

The place at which the alleged promise was developed appears

“n nave taken place in the trial Judre's chambers after the State
nad presented 1ts case in chief and Petitioner's trial attorney
initlated discussions with the prosecutbr, his assistant and the
trial judge concerning the posslbility of the Petitloner pleading
~ullty to the charge. The trlal Jjudge testified herein that at
the zvove meetlng the prosecutor objected to probation for the
Peritioner but on a plea of gullty his recommendation would be
s verm of not less than five nor more than fifteen years 1mprison-'
ment under the Oklahoma indeterminate sentence law, This wltness
denied any promlse belng made that the Petitioner would receive
a Iive year sentence elither in prison or suspended or probatlionary.
The prosecutor testified herein that inasmuch as the State had
presented its case in chief against the Petitloner, he wanted the
case Lo go to the Jury and did not wish to negotlate & plea; that
rhe trial Judge indicated at the meeting 1n chambers to Petitioner':s
attorney that he would impose a sentence of five to fifteen years
tmprisonment upon a plea of guilty to which the prosecutor objected.
Trne procecutor denied ever talkling to the Petitloner at any time
=nd denled promising him or anyone else that he would recommend
*Ilve years probatlon on a plea of gullty. The asslstant prosecutor.
“ert<7ied herein to the same and preclse effect as did the prose-
s -.or . Petitioner's attorney who attended the meeting In the

sdpots chambers 1s now deceased and thus unable to tegtify about

-~ aceurrences at cueh a meeting or in any other respect.

sy oan affidavit on £ile hereln, the Petitioner states that
ne nrogsecutor gtated to him that: "If you plead guilty I will

rocormend Five (5) vears probation,' Petitloner presented hereln
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arovoat tmony of several of hls relatives and friends who were
soent during hls state court trial. Not one of them testifiled
-t e heard the prosecutor make the promise alleged above of
sther statement to the Petitioner. One of them testifled that
rettitioner's attorney sald if Petitioner would plead gullty he,
"wonld nave a ood chance of getting five years probation,"
trother testifled that Petitioner's attorney saild that, "The
ctate's attorney would recommend a sentence of five years to be
saspended or served on probation.," Another testified that Petl.

“*pner's attorney sald Petitioner would be sentenced by the court

co I'‘ve years on probation,

Thus, only the Petltloner has stated herein that the prosecuto
rade the alleged promise to him, Both the prosecutor and his
sosisvant flrst deny that any such promise or agreement was made
ar.d next deny that any such promise or agreement was communicated
ry tnem to the Petitioner or anyone else, The trial judge also
denled any such agreement, There are other contemporaneous events
zrd clrcumstances which lead the Court to belleve that nelther the
procecutor nor Petitloner's attorney made or related to Petitloner
the promise allegedly made by the prosecutor, The gullty plea was
entered November 7, 1968, The indeterminate sentence of five to
fr'fteon vears was pronounced on February 28, 1969, Petitioner
saved to withdraw his plea of gullty on March 3, 1969 and stated

t*.: -round therefor excessiveness of punishment. No mention of
“voo v oromlse of the prosecutlon was then made, The Petitioner
~r; present 1n court with his attorney and then had all the
¢ Pacts concerning the alleged promlse of the prosecutor
- sctual sentence imposed agalnst him, There might e some
SCence Lo Petitioner's position 1f he had lmmedlately complained

Lrowen promise: See United States ex rel Callahan v, Follett.

4.3 R, 7g 403 (Second Clr, 1969) and United States v, Horton, 334

MR .~

oo 150 {Seecond Clr, 1064Y,  But no 1mmediate complaint of a

veoven plea booreatn wans nade by Petltloner to anyone.
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The Court finds that the Petitioner's plea of gullty attacked

In thlg proceeding was not induced by an unfulfilled promlse of the
District Attorney of Tulsa County, Oklahoma to recommend & sentence
57 five yesrs probation to the trial Judge, Rather, the Court find
~al tne urial Judge apreed with Petitioner's attorney to a five to
fifteen vear lndeterminate sentence on a plea of guilty and this
arreencnt was kept. The Court further finds and concludes that
Pecitioner's attorney d1d not relate to Petitloner or any of hls
relasives or friends that the prosecutor had agreed and promlsed

to recommend a sentence of flve years probation upon a plea of
sullty ny Petitioner, Petitioner 1s not entitled to relief herein,
The Court 18 not required to belleve the testimony of Petitlioner
even thourh 1t be wholly uncontradicted, which 1t 1is not. EEEEZ

v. Crouse, 429 F, 2d 1083 (Tenth Cir, 1970).

The Petition of Willis Claude Dugger 1s hereby dismissed.

Al

It is so ordered this ff/"day of January, 1973.

0 -t L (
Pred’Daupherty ,]
United States District Judge




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

EMMETT RAY DANIELS,
Petitioner
No. 72-C-311

V.

STATE OF OKLAHOMA and
PARK J. ANDERSON, WARDEN,

T g et et g o e Y e o

Respondent F: ' L E D
JAN 101973

Jack C, Sitver, Clerk
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

O RDER

Petitioner is confined in the Oklahoma State
Ponltentliary pursuant to the judgment and sentence of the
District Court of Tulsa County, Oklahoma in case No. 13839,
After a trial by jury, he was convicted of the offense of
rape in the First Degree. On October 8, 1949 he was sen-
tenced in accordance with the verdict of the jury to a term
of ninety-nine (99) years imprisonment.

In this proceeding he bases his allegation that
he 1s being held in custody unlawfully on the following
grounds:

"(a) Illegal use of confession obtained
by duress, by station house police.

(b) Denial of proper right to appeal.
{c) Denial of right to attorney in early
stages during interrogation by station
house police."
These 1ssues were considered by the sentencing court and
denied without an evidentiary hearing in a proceeding under
the Oklanhoma Post Conviction Procedure Act. An appeal to the
Court of Criminal Appeals was likewise unsuccessful. He has
therefore exhausted his state remedies.
The first allegation of the petitioner is wholly
conclusory without allegations of any facts to substantiate

the claimed duress. A petitioner who alleges police coercion

must staty with specificity the facts on which he relies.
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Billard v. Nelson, 423 F.2d 71, (CA9 1970). Since his

allegation is merely a bald conclusion unsupported by any.
iilegation, it is legally insufficient and may be denied

without hearing. Martinez v. United States, 344 F.2d 325

{(CAL0 1965); Atkins v. State of Kansas, 386 F.2d 819

(CAL0 1967).

Indeed, it would appear that petitioner has abandoned
any c¢laim of duress, but that the whole thrust of his argument
concerning his confession is that it was invalid because it was
ontained before petitioner had counsel. In his rebuttal filed

Jeoober 4, 1972 petitioner states:

el

"Petitioner must further contend where

a confession was obtained by the station
house police of the city of Tulsa, whether
the confession was obtained by duress and
compulsion is really not an issue, that
should be discussed, but the fact that it was
obtained while your petitioner was without
the aid of counsel."

Since petitioner was tried and convicted in 1949, before

Escobedo v. Illinois, 375 U S 902 (1964) and Miranda v. Arizona,

384 U 5 436 (1966), his claim of denial of counsel during the

interrogation is without merit. Johnson v. New Jersey, 384 U S

719 (1966) .

In considering the merit of petitioner's final con-
tention that he was denied "proper right to appeal”, the court
finds that the record establishes that the petitioner was
represented during his trial by privately retained counsel.
liis own attorney gave notice of intention to appeal and the
court fixed the time to make, serve and settle a casemade.
Counsel then apparently did not complete the appeal, but the
failure of retained counsel to perfect an appeal is neither a
¢enial of due process nor a grounds for federal habeas relief.

Plaskett v. Page, 439 F.2d 770 (CAl0 1971). The petitioner

never requested the appointment of other counsel. Where an

accused is representod at a trial by retained counsel it must



.- wmade~ known to the court that he is indigent and no longer
“.a counsel before the duty arises to appoint counsel for

avpeal. Harris v. Beeto, 392 F.2d 191 (CAS5 1968).

The court concludes that the application of petitioner,
together with the other files and records in this proceeding,
conclusively show that the petitioner is entitled to no relief
and there are no disputed issues of fact. Therefore, no evi-
dentiary hearing is required and petitioner's writ of habeas

corpus must be denied. Boyd v. State of Oklahoma, 375 F.2d4 481

(CAL10 1967)

IT IS 50 ORDERED.

Dated this é > day of January, 1973.

UNITE% STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



JOHN H  POE
CLERK

o

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
CLERK'S OFFICE
UmTED STATES CoURT HoOusE

TULSA, OKLAHOMA 74103

January 10, 1973

Emmett Ray Daniels, No. 50446
P, 0. Box 128
stringtown, Oklahoma 74569
Re: 72-C-311; Daniels vs, Park J. Anderson, Warden
Sir:

Judge Luther Bohanon has today entered an
order in the above cause denylng your application
for an evidentiary hearing and for a writ of

habeas corpus. A copy of the order 1is enclosed.

Yours truly,

JACK C, SILVER, Clerk



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THF,
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

LUTCHER B. LUCKEY,

)
Petitionaeyr, ;
)
V. ; No., 72-Cc-321
PARK J. ANDERSON, , :
oanK o ERSON, WARDEN )) IS / L
) wy F
Respondent. ) JA/I;] }};973 S
Ja £
U chc, Ve, g
o Ty ek
ORDER WUy

The petitioner has filed herein his petition for
writ of habeas corpus. He is confined in the Oklahoma State
Penitentiary at McAlester, Oklahoma, by virtue of the judg-
ments and sentences of the District Court of Tulsa County,
Oklahoma in cases numbered CRF~70~2144 and CRF-70-2435. On
March 4, 1971, after pleas of gquilty in each case to a
charge of burglarv in the second degree, after former con-~
viction of a felony, the petitioner received concurrent sen-
tences of thirteen (13) vears. He now claims that he is heing
unlawfully detained in that he was denied the right to Post
a bail bond for release from jail when the state correctional
officials, acting in collusion with the Tulsa County District
Attorney "placed a non-existing conditional release detainer
warrant against him with the full knowledge that he was not a
conditional releasee" in violation of the Fifth, Eighth and
Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the United Stages.

In an affidavit dated August 18, 1972, attached o
his petition dated the same date, the petitioner under oath
states:

"Further petitioner says that he has filed

one motion to vacate on an entirely differ-
ent ground and being a lavman was unaware



of this point at the time he filed the first

motion and only became aware of it when he

was told by another inmate and is now raising

the issue for the first time."

Following his convictien the petitioner did not
file a direct appeal and later applied for post-conviction
relief in the District Court of Tulsa County, in which he
contended that his quilty pleas had been involuntarily made
and that he was not informed of his right to appeal. fThe
district court found that the record controverted his allega-
tion and denied him relief without an evidentiary hearina on
September 21, 1971. lie thereafter perfected an appeal to the
Court of Criminal Appeals, State of Oklahoma, Case No.A-17,058.
The appellate court on November 3, 1971, denied relief. The
issue raised herein was not presented in these post conviction
proceedings in the state courts. Tt appears from petitioner's
"Reply Brief to the Attorney General's Response® that rerhans
the petitioner belatedly and unsuccesstully sought to inject
this 1ssue bv filing a brief in the Court of Criminal Appeals
in June, 1972, long after the case was closed.

Under the circumstances it cannot be considered that
the petitioner has fairly presented the present issue to the
courts of the State of Oklahoma and therefore he has not ex-
hausted his state remedies. In essence the exhaustion doctrine
requires a state prisoner to afford state courts the opportunity
to consider and resolve claims of constitutional infirmity
before raising these claims in federal court. See Watson v.
Patterson, 358 F.2d 297 (CAl0 1966) cert. denied 385 U.s. 876 (
(1966) . Here the record discloses that the issue presented to
this court has never been properly submitted for consideration
to the Oklahoma courts. Petitioner has the right, under the
Post Conviction Procedure Act to prasent this issue to his
sentencing court. This precludes the petitioner from federal

habeas corpus relief at this time. 28 U.S.C.A. 2254(b). 'The



petitioner nust exhaust the state remedies available to him
under the Oklahoma Post Conviction Procedures Act. See Brown
v. Crouse, 395 F.2d 755 (CAl0 1968); Omo v. Crouse, 395 F24
757 (CAl0 1968). Accordingly, the petition for writ of habeas

corpus must be dismissed.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

P

e
Dated this 7/ ~~ day of Januarv, 1973.

/ . fﬁ:“"‘ / " L/:Z‘ —_ ) ;'
L A ke v Koo o
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FCR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

ASTRO CORPORATION, an Oklahoma
Corporation,

Plaintiff, CIVIL ACTION NO. 72-C-8u
B

GILCREASE HILLS DEVELOPMENT

e N S g N N ¥ N g et "t gt gt

CORPORATION, Oklah ' |
Corporation, ng - Fr ' lh E: i:’
THE OSAGE TRIBE OF INDIANS, JANS - 1973
Defendants. Jack C. Silver, Clerk
U. S.
sRDEE S. DISTRICT COURT

NOW, on this qﬁf%@ day of January, 1973, there came on for
consideration the Motion to Dismiss of the defendant, The Osage Tribe of
Indisns. The Court finds such Motion is well taken.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED THAT the Complaint
and action as to the Osage Tribe of Indlans be and the same are hereby

dismissed.

Soler (L L meS

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THHF | L E i,
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA LJ

JAN 8 - 1973

Jack C. Silver, Clerk
U S. DISTRICT COURT

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, )
)
Plaintiff, )

)
Vs, ) Civil Action No. 72-C-304
)
HACK LAUDERDALE, JR., et al., )
)

)

Defendants. )

JUDGMENT OF FORECLOSURE

St

THIS MATTER COMES on for consideration this day
of January 1973, the plaintiff appearing by Robert P. Santee,
Agsgistant United States Attorney, and the defendants, Hack
Lauderdale, Jr., and Dedy Launderdale, appearing not.

The Court being fully advised and having examined
the file herein finds that after diligent effort the whereabouts
and residence of the defendants, Hack Lauderdale, Jr., and Dedy
Lauderdale, cannot be ascertained; that legal service by publica-
tion was made on these defendants by publication, as appears
from the Proof of Publication filed herein on January 3, 1973, and

It appearing that the sald defendants have failed
to answer herein and that default has been entered by the
Clerk of this Court.

The Court further finds that this is a suit based
upon a mortgage note and foreclosure on a real property mortgage
securing said mortgage note and that the following described
real property is located in Tulsa County, Oklahoma, within
the Northern Judicial District of Oklahoma:s

Lot Thirteen (13), Block S5ix (6), NORTHGATE THIRD

ADDITION to the City of Tulsa, Tulsa County,

Oklahoma, according to the recorded plat thereof.

The Court further finds that the material allegations
of plaintiff's Complaint are true and correct, and

THAT the defendants, Hack Lauderdale, Jr., and Dedy

Lauderdale, did, on April 13, 1971, execute and deliver to




the Diversified Mortgage and Investment Company their mortgage
and mortgage note in the sum of $14,400.00 with 7 per cent
interest per annum, and further providing for the payment
of monthly installments of principal and interest; and
The Court further finds that by instrument dated April
20, 1971, Diversified Mortgage and Investment Company assigned said
note and mortgage to Federal National Mortgage Association, and
by instrument dated October 18, 1971, Federal National Mortgage
Association assigned said note and mortgage to the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development, his successors and assigns as such.
The Court further finds that the defendants, Hack Lauderdale,
Jr., and Dedy Lauderdale, made default under the terms of the
aforesaid mortgage note by reason of their failure to make monthly
installments due thereon for more than 10 months last past,
which default has continued and that by reason thereof the above-
named defendants are now indebted to the plaintiff in the sum
of $14,902.96 as unpaid principal, with interest thereon at
the rate of 7 per cent interest per annum from May 1, 1972,
until paid, plus the cost of this action accrued and accruing.
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that
the plaintiff have and recover judgment against defendants, Hack
Lauderdale, Jr., and Dedy Lauderdale, in rem, for the sum of $14,902.96
with interest thereon at the rate of 7 per cent per annum from May 1,
1972, plus the cost of this action accrued and accruing, plus
any additional sums advanced or to be advanced or expended during
this foreclosure action by plaintiff for taxes, insurance, abstract-
ing, or sums for the preservation of the subject property.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that upon
the failure of said defendants to satisfy plaintiff's money
judgment herein, an Order of Sale shall be issued to the United

States Marshal for the Northern District of Oklahoma, commanding



him to advertise and sell, with appraisement the real property
and avply the proceeds thergqf in satisfaction of plaintiff's
judgment. The residue, if any, to be deposited with the Clerk
of the Court to await further order of the Court.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that from
and after the sale of said property, under and by virtue of
this judgment and decree, all of the defendants and each of
them and all persons claiming under them since the filing of
the complaint herein be and they are forever barred and foreclosed
of any right, title, interest or claim in or to the real property
or any part thereof.

Fe [ lovions—

United States District Judge

APPROVED.

/{/@724/41?%

ROBERT P. SANTEE
Assistant United States Attorney



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE a |
NORTHIERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

EWIS AARON BOWEN, )
Petitioner, ; |

-vs- ; Case No. 72-C-389
STATE OF OKLAHOMA, § EILE ) -
respondonc. ) JAN 51973 ,

Jack C. Silver, Clerk '

0O RDER U, S. DISTRICT COURT, |

sevitioner proceeds under 28 U.S.C.A. §2254. He alleges the

rollowing grounds for relief from his conviction in the District

Court of Tulsa County, Oklahoma of carrying a firearm after former
felony conviction and sentence imposed by a jury:

1. Failure to advise Petitioner of his constitutional rights!
before being questioned at the time of his arrest,

2, TIllegal search at time of arrest.

3. Prejudicial newspaper publicity during trial,

4, Failure of the trial judge to disqualify for bias.
5. Denial of due process by reason of the State‘fgiling

to provide him with a transcript.

[ex

Failure to release Petitioner on bond pending appeal.

Pursuant to Order of this Court, the State of Oklahoma |
responded to these allegations as follows:

1. The failure, if any, to explain to Petitioner his con-
stitutional rights at the time of his arrest is without consequencu
secause no statements or confegsions were obtained from Petitioner
at that time which were used at his trial,.

~

2. The search was of Petitioner's person and was made both
i

with Pevrioimnmor's eomsent and under circumstances in which a searc!

fs autioviee o Le o oooouhl. cause as well as by the necessity of the
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AEATON LY off%cer to protect himself,
5. The Respondent refers the Court to that portion of the
transcript of Petitioner's trial dealing with newsPapéf publicity
~dand makes no conment,
/

4, Respondent denies that Petitioner's remaining grounds

raise constitutional issues.

It appears that Petitioner has exhausted his available sfate
remeédles on all grounds presented to this court, each of theh
:having been presented to the State courts in some stage Qf pOSt_
“conviction procecdings in the Oklahoma Courts. It remains for the
:Court to determine whether Petitionmer's allegations here raise.
‘constitutional issues and, if so, whether the Petition and Response
raise any factual issues to be determined on evidentiary hearing

in this Court as provided by 28 U.S.C.A., §2254(d).

Failure to advise one in custody prior to interrogafion of
his constitutional right to remain silent, to have an attorney
and that anything said may be used against him in Court is a
violation of constitutional rights which has as its penalty the
inadmissibility of any statement or confession taken prior to'
such warning. Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S., 436, 16 L.Ed. 2d 694,
46 5.Ct. 1602 (1966). Petitioner does not allege that any state-
ment or confession was taken from him nor does he allege that
cnything he may have said at the time of his arrest was ever used
spainst him at trial, Petiticner therefore fails to allege any
cround for relief cognizable in this Court with respect to the

clainod Tailure to give him his Miranda warnings.,

Coodn ol winiaw!itl secarch is based on lack of a

R S RN TS SN Petiticner states that he was scarched at the
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vime ol his arvest and that the scarch, which was of his person,

producaed evidence consisting of some ,25 calibre shells which were
!
used against him at trial. Such allegations do not raise any claim

of constitutional dimension for it is clear that an arresting offi-

|
cer may search without warrant both the accused and the area !
i
|

immediately surrounding him in order to protect himself from

possible harm by the accused. Sibron v, New York, 392 U.S. 40,

20 1.5d. 2d 917, 88 s.Cr. 1889 (1960): Chimel v. California, |

395 U.S. 752, 23 L.Ed. 2d 685, 89 S.Ct. 2034 (1969). Petitioner's |
1/ ;

allesations fail to state any claim for relief. :

Petitioner's allegations concerning prejudicial newspaper
publicity merit secting out his claim in full:

"On the second day of trial, Defense Counsel

made & motion for mistrial, and introduced to the

, court, the Tulsa Tribune dated the 29, and the Tulsa

; Dailey (sic) World dated the 30; which listed all of .
the Defendant's prior convictions, and a resent (sic)

: coenviction for direct contempt of court in which the

? Sefendant was to have threatened a judge, this con-

| viction was later dismissed, the jury was asked if any
of them had rcad the paper's (sic) in question, and (3)
threc members of that jury raised their hand's, (sic) ' !
ane stated that they had rcad the paper's (sic) in
question,

"Then the trial judge, overruled defense's
wocion for a mis-trial, {sic) then the state, and
defense rested, and the jury retired.," o

The cranscript of Petitioner's trial, pp. 62-64, reveals that artie

cles concerning Petitioncer, his prior convictions and a contempt

petitioner, replying to the State's Response, for the first
Cing. railsces want of probable cause for the arrest, suggested, no
doubl, by the State's unnecessary reference to the existence of
sroLeble ciusce.  As this issuc has not been presented to the
Srate courts, it will not bhe considered here.

|
|
T |
L/ |
z
|
|
E
!
|
|

i
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proceeding involving him were indeed published in two newspapers

in Tulsa. Upon examination by the trial court, it appears that

|
three jurors had scen the articles in question but each juror

concerned categorically denied having read anything but the head-

line upon careful questioning by the trial court. The whole jury

r

wids thew admonished by the trial judge to disregard anything they.
. : T
wivhi have secn.  dad the jurors read the articles, Petitioner

might be envicicd to some relief had he been tried in federal

court, see Marshall v. United States, 360 U.S. 310, 3 L. Ed.. 2d

|
|
|
1250, 79 8.Ct. 1171 (1959), but he was not so tried and it is j
clear that the reversal of the conviction in the Marshall case, i
supra; was based on the Supreme Court's supervisory power and l
not on constitutional right, Where the jurors have not read the f
i
!

newspapcry articles and are properly instructed regarding the same,
. [
- .. - . |
as the transcript of Petitioner's trial here reveals, there is noi

’.
€rror of constitutional dimension. See United States v, ;

Battaplia, 394 F. 2d 304 (Scventh Cir, 1968), reversed on other

grounds, 394 U5, 310, 89 S.Ct. 1163, 22 L. Ed. 2d 297. While
Peritioner's allegation that the jurors read the papers contain-
ing the articles is in dircet conflict with the record, this is |
net 4 matter occurring outside the record and the trial proceed-
ings which merics an evidentiary hearing in this court. Tt ié a
matter which should have been and was determined at trial, Iown—

2/
scnd v, Sain, 372 U.S, 283, 9 L. Ed. 2d 770, 83 S.Ct. 745 (1963)~

<o Townsend v Sain, slpra, the Supreme Court stated:
wiere the facts are in dispute, the federal court.
i habtas cornus must Rold an ¢videntiary hearing
SLothie applicant did o receive a full and [air
cohdenr i nuate court, eithor at

: - v onoitcollateral procecding. !
o0 s, at p. 312, 9 Lokd. 2d
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i Court [inds thac Petitioner's claim of prejudicial newspaper

sublicl iy wes disposed of at the time of his trial by a hearing

[

n which the factual merits of his claim were resolved, - that the
lecal orinciples applied by the trial court to his claim of pre-
judicial publicity were correct and that such findings and con-
clusions of the trial court are supported by a written record

of the same. An evidentiary hearing on this claim of Petitioner

"is not warranted. 28 U.S.C.A. §2254(d).

Petitioner's claim of bias on the part of the trial judge is

‘based wholly on that judge's rcfusal to allow Petitioner liberty

on bLeund pending determination of his appeal for the stated reason

that cae petitioner had made threats against another judge of

3/

that court. Wwhere the law of a state provides that the offense

Cinvolved is a bailable one, the decision to grant or deny bail -

T

o
F

sts in the sound discrction of the state court, and where it is

clear that the right to bail may be abused or the community may

fbe threatened by the release of the accused, bail pending appeal

shou-d be denied. Rehman v. California, 13 L. Ed, 2d 17, 85 S.Ct.

5 (1L&4); Carbo v. United States, 7 L. Ed. 2d 769, 82 S.Ct, 662

(1962%, The remark of the trial judge cited by Petitioner to

T

' snow bias does not do so. Rather, it is an explanation of the

vcasons for refusing bail pending appeal to Petitioner. Petitioner:

In rcefusing to set bona, the trial court stated:

"ie has exhibited some apparent disregard for
thw law, taking into consideration previous con-
victions—-and I believe four of them involved
f:rcarms--and takine into consideration the fact
that he threatened in the hallway a judge of this
court, that if he was out on bond that he--1 bOllCVC
s exact words were 'stick a gun up the Judge's ass
ind blow his et off.' Taking that into consideration,
et 1 b e rine refuses to set bond .o, !

r. 15u-

h

,

vlorr
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@2ils vo allege facts which support any claim for relief on the

issue of bias of the trial judge.

The above discussion also applies to Petitioner's claim of

railure to allow him liberty on bail under the circumstances of

4/

his case. As previously indicated, such matter lies in the'
discretion of the trial judge and on the basis of the state trial
record, which in this particular Petitioner does not challenge, it
appears and this Court concludes that the trial judge properly
exercised his discretion in denying bail pending appeal. Rehman

v. Califernia, supra and Carbo v. United States, supra,

Petitioner's claim concerning his transcript is unfounded.
Under Okiahoma procedure, a transcript is required for perfection
of an appeal to the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals. Such an

appeal was perfected for Petitioner. Bowen v. State, 495 P, 2d

420 (Ok1.Cr. 1972). A transcript was attached to the Response

cf tne State of Oklahoma in this case. Where Petitioner had a
right to a transcript, the State honored that right,. Griffinlv.
Zilinois, 351 U.S. 12, 100 t.kd. 891, 76 S.Ct. 585 (1956). Under
the circumstances of this casce, where Petitioner has failed to
show any requirement of an evidentiary hearing in this court, no
transcript need be furnished him, Jackson v. Turner, 442_F. 2d

1203 (Tenth Cir. 1971).

e

I Court will not spcculate on the application of the bail
nrovisions of the Eighth Amendment to the States in the absence
¢t a Supreme Court decision to that effect. See Keating v,

' Bensineer, 322 Fo Supp. 784 (111, 1971). Suffice it to say that

Loauthority to revicow state action in denying bail exists, Rehman v,
v Colivornia, oo i on re Shuttlesworth, 369 U.S, 35, 7 L. Ed.

A SRIE S S 2 O S S B £ O 1) I
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Fred Daugherty v
United States District Judge




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

JOE NOCKS, g
Plaintiff, ;
Vs, ; No. 72-C-436
JENI CRITSER, d/b/a ) FILED
GENI'S GARAGE, ) '
; JANS - 1973 -

Defendant.
| Jack C. Silver, Clerk

U. S. DISTRICT COURT -
JUDGMENT BY DEFAULT UPON APPLICATION TO CLERK o

In this action the Defendant, Jeni Critser, d/b/a Geni's
Garage, having been regulariy served with a Summons and Compliaint,
and having failed to plead or otherwise defend, the legal time for
pleading or otherwise defending having expired and the default of
said Defendant, Jeni Critser, d/b/a Geni's Garage, in the premises
having been duly entered according to law, upon the application of
said Plaintiff, judgment is hereby entered against said Defendant -

pursuant to the Complaint.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, AJUDGED AND DECREED that the
Plaintiff have and recover from said Defendant the sum of
$1,524.00 with interest thereon at the rate of 10 percent from
the date herepf until paid, together with said Plaintiff's co%ts
and disbursements incurred in this action amounting to the sum
of $508.00, representing a reasonable attorney fee, and that the
Plaintiff have execution therefore.

_ e

Judgment rendered this 5 day of o v s 1975

‘7_23 \ ALo i 5 ' \(\‘NQC*Q o i \‘J B
Jack Silver, Clerk of the S e,
United States District Court B
for the Northern District of

Oklahoma o




IN THE UNITED STAYES DISTIICT COURT FOR THE
IORTHERY DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
United States of A.evica,

Petitioner,

-

. .
VS, Civil No. 7‘3

Robert Arthur Poyhonen, F I L E D

Fatlient. dAN 4 1973 5
. Jack C. Silver Clerk
CRDER | Us. DISTRICT COUrRT

This day came on for consideration the petition of the United
States in this cause; and it appearing to the Court that the patient
har heen fully advised of his rights as set forth in Title 42 U.S.C.
Section 3411, et seq. (Title III, Section 301, wt seg. Public Iaw 89-793);
and the Court having determined that there 1s reasonable cause to believe
That the patlient 1s a narcotic addict, and that there are not any appro-
sricte State or other facilities availlable for his treatment rursuant to
Jz:d dlaw, 1t is hereby

CRDERED that the patient be committed to the custedy of the
surgeon Generul for examination under Title 42 U.S.C. Section 3413
{Title III, Section 303, Public Law 89-793), to determine whether or not
re is a narcotic addict whe is likely to be rehabilitated. The written
report required of each examining vhysician shall be filed with the Court
wnc copies thereof furnished to the patient, not later than twenty (20)
days after the patient is received at the facility hereinafter designated,
and the patient shall be detained for on additional period of ten (10)
days at the institution, pending further order of the Court. Provided,
acwever, in the event both examining physicians conclude in their
respective written reports that the patient is a narcotic addict who
is likely to be rehabilitated through treatment, and, if the patient
by written instrument filed with the Court alang with, and at the same time - -
a5 the reports of the examining bPhysicians, waives any right he may have
%0 notice and hearing on the issue as to whether or not he is & narcotic
acddice who is likely to be 1ehabilitated through treatment, and requests
that he be forthwith committed to the care and custody of the Surgeon
General for treatment in a hospital of the Service, rather than be
returned to this Court for further proceedings, he shall be detained
at said Institution for a reasonable time aftzr the expliration of
thirty (30) days from the date he is received at said fa¢ility, pending
further order of the Court.

It Is Further ORDERED that the patirat sLall be transported
tc the National Institute Mental Health (linical Research center, at
lexington, Kentucky, by the United Stotes Marshal, within such time
ay the U. 5. Marshal moy be able to transport said patient.

Bigned this _Lth day of January , 19 73 .

N0 A\ \\ :

UNITEDNSTATES I




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN
DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

BOARD OF TRUSTEES, PIPELINE
INDUSTRY BENEFIT FUND,

}
)
)
Plaintiff, )
)
Vs, ) No. 72 -C - 435

)

DELTA MARINE ENGINEERING, INC. ) FILED
)

Defendant. ) JAN 3 -1973
JUDGMENT BY DEFAULT Jack C. Silver, Clerk
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

The Summons and the Complaint in the above entitled
action, having been duly served on the defendant, and the
defendant is in default for failure to appear In this action,
and the plaintiff has filed a Motion for Default Judgment and
an affidavit of the amount due; it is

ORDERED that judgment be entered in favor of the plaintiff
above named, and against the defendant above named, in the sum
of $100.00, with interest thereon at the legal rate, attorney's fee
in the amount of$250. 00, together with costs in the sum of $18. 00.

;
DATED at Tulsa, Oklahoma, this c:\% ne day of %‘Aﬂ/ .

1973

BY THE COURT:

United States District Judge




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CQURT FOR THE NORTHERN
DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA B -

LAVID WARREN EQUITIES CORP.,
a corporation,

)
)
Plaintiff, )
aintl ; /
VS. ) No. 72~-C-8
)
D e DG FILED
Defendant. ; ,JAN -3 1973
Jack C. Sitver, Clerk
JUDGMENT U. S. DISTRICT COURT

The Plaiptiff having filed its complaint herein alleging
that Defendant is indebted to Plaintiff under a certain contract
in the amount of $17,500.00 together with interest thereon at the
rate of 10% per annum from the 3lst day of December, 1971, until
paid together with a further sum of $5,000.00 attorneys fees and
costs of this action as more fully appears in said complaint and
the prayer for relief therein, and the Plaintiff and Defendant
having agreed upon a basis for the settlement of the matters alleged
in the complaint and the entry of a judgment in this action and
having entered into a stipulation, the original of which is being
filed with the Court, and due deliberation being had thereon now,
on motion of counsel for the Plaintiff, it is

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that final jugdgment in favor
of the Plaintiff and against the Defendant is hereby granted and
ordered entered as the judgment in this action as follows:

That the Plaintiff David Warren Equities Corp., a corporation,
recover of the Defendant Wheeler Industries, Inc. the sum of $17,500.00
with interest at the rate of 10% per annum from the 3lst day of
LCecember, 1971, until paid together with the further sum of

$5,000.00 attorneys fees and the costs of this action.

DATED 9—»‘ >3, , 1972.

United States District Judge




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA F 1 L E e
JAN - 21974

Jack C. Silver, Clerk
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

LLVENNE McCORMICK GORDON,

IDxecutrix of the Estate of

MARSHALL T. McCORMICK, Deceased
Plaintiff,

Vs, .

Civil Action No.7/~(C- 3597

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA )
)

Defendant. )

STIPULATION - ; e

It is hereby stipulated and agreed that the above-
entitled action be dismissed with prejudice, each party to

bear its own costs.

Robert L. McGowen
711 First National Building
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103

CONNER, WINTERS, BALLAINE, BARRY & McGOWEN

Attorneys for Plaintiff

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY .

- 7
By /Zk' é;zz /ég./éibk4ééthk_

Attorneys for Defendant



LRH:pm
12-23-72

LAW OFFICES
UNGERMAN,
GRABEL,
UNGERMAN
& LEITER

BIXTH FLOOR
WRIGHT BUILDING

TULSA, OKLAHOMA

~

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR TiE NORTHERY nz:s*rmér F
CKLAHOMA ;
sy, & D

J‘?C‘A' c ’4) ]3 /:.3)
o .S: 0 ! 'S'/][/ef
/sfl?/c;bc/@ﬁ}

Wppy

HOMER L. MANIEY,

VS,

Case No. TLeCalGS
DIXIE CONTRACTORS, 1NC. R
a Mississippi Corporation,

De fEndant .

ORDER DISMISSING ACTION

NOW, on this & day of D%ggen 197, upon the written atipula-

tion of the parties snd for good cause shown: IT IS BY THE COURT ORDERED

that the plaintiff's action be and the same is hereby dismissed.

522/, e
%’fmfmfm%aw




ABS:pm
12-27-72
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT CCURI' FOR TH: NORTHERN DISTRICYT OF CRLAHQOMA

FILED

THE B. F. GOODRICH COMPANY, )

& corporation, | JAN - 21973
Plaintiit, ; Jack C. Silver, Clerk

V8. U. 8. DISTRICT COURT

McCASLIN RECAPPING COMPANY,INC., Civil Action

e corporation, g No. T2-CakoT
Defendant, )

JOURNAL ENTRY OF JUDGMENT
BY DEFAULT

bt

In this action, the defendant, McCaslin Recapping Company, Inc.,
a corporeticn, having been regularly served with Summons and Complaint,
snd having failed to plead or otherwise defend, the legal time for pleading
or otherwise deflending having explred, and the default of gaid defendant
in the premises having been duly entered asccording to lew; upon the applica-
tion of sald plaintiff, judgment is hereby entered against sald defendant,
in pursuance of the prayer of said Complaint.

WHEREFCRE, by virtue of the law and by reason of the premises afore-
gaid,

IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECHETD that the said plalobiff do have
and recover from the suld defendant the sum of 315,207.55 with interest
at the rate of 5% per ennum from the 5th day of November, 1972, until paid,
together with the further sum of $3,500.00 as attorneys f'ees to be taxed as

coats herein, together with judgment for all other costs aceruing herein.

Judguent rendered this o= dey of . #lyiver ., 19T .
. N “/

e . /

LAW OFFICES
UNGERMAN,
GRABEL,
UNGERMAN
& L.EITER

BIXTH FLOOR
WRIGHT BUILDING

TULBA, OKLAHOMA



